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Bhatnagar; Prof. R. Tobias; Dr. R. Breen. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 
Dr. O'Brien advised that the first item on the Agenda would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session" and he asked those present who were not members to 


leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SAHNI, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
FEBRUARY 22, 1980, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


With respect to a question raised at the last Senate meeting concerning the 
general University policy on air conditioning, Dr. O'Brien explained that the 
present policy was not to air condition any additional space, unless required 
for technical reasons. Technical considerations would involve a very large 
building which was basically inside space or where particular conditions 
may be required, such as in some laboratories, in terms of humidity or 
temperature levels. .In the latter case, air conditioning would be limited to 
the areas where there was an actual experimental need for the conditions in 
question. That was, the policy at the present time, was not to air condition 
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space unless there was a positive case for the specific space that requires it, 
for reasons other than what might be called the general comfort of the 
inhabitants of the space. This would refer both to new space and to existing 
space, when such space was refurbished for whatever reason. 


With respect to a question concerning temperatures in the Vanier Library, 
and particularly with respect to experiences during this winter, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that there have been some malfunctions in the Vanier Library 
system, the most notable one having taken place on a particular weekend, 
where the thermostat failed on a Friday and was not repaired until the 
following Monday. He explained that these malfunctions tended to relate to 
specific conditions or breakdowns and there was no indication of a general 
overall problem with respect to the heating system in the Vanier Library and 
he emphasized that in any case, there was no particular relationship between 
the conditions in the winter and those in the summer. That was, the heating 
system was one thing and the cooling system was something else, so that it 
was not possible to read into the effectiveness of the one, very much about 
the effectiveness of the other. 


Dr. O'Brien further advised that insofar as the coming summer was 
concerned, the plan was to complete the implementation of the various 
specific improvements that were recommended last year, some of which did 
not get done. Among the more notable things which were still to be done 
was the cooling of the sky light on a separate system and also coupling the 
system in the Auditorium with the Library, in order to put the cool air where 
it was needed more than in the Auditorium. He stated that while there were a 
number -of smaller things to be done, which he did not have a list of at the 
moment, the expectation was that the two things which he specifically 
mentioned would make a significant difference to the temperature in the 
Vanier Library. With respect to the possibility of a major investment in a 
new system, Dr. O'Brien advised that there were no current plans in that 
direction and there would not be such until this coming summer's 
experience could be assessed, in the light of the changes referred to. 


Question Period 


In response to questions concerning the student information system, Dr. 
O'Brien stated that he had thought that the proposal from the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration for-.a cumulative percentage average, would 
be back on the Senate Agenda for this meeting and that this would be the 
occasion for a more complete report on the system. Since the proposal was 
not back yet, neither was the report, but he advised that he intended to invite 
Graham Martin, Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, to attend the 
Senate meeting at which the Commerce proposal would be back on the 
Agenda, so that he could report in more detail on the situation. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he could not say much on the question at the 
moment, other than the fact that it was looming as an area that should be 
given pretty considerable priority, but the way in which it would be worked 
on, a possible schedule, etc. etc., was still in the study stage. He advised 
that the final report from the outside consultant has been received, the thrust 
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of which was essentially the same as the preliminary report referred to. by 
Graham Martin in a previous presentation to Senate. That was, no new 
directions or insights have arisen. Insofar as work in this area was 
concerned, Dr. O'Brien advised that the plan, at the moment, was to 
complete the projects that were underway and to get them operational, 
hopefully by the end of the year. However, before that time, he anticipated 
that there would be a somewhat larger and more far reaching plan on what 
might be done. 


In response to a concern expressed over outside use of the Library, 
particularly during peak periods, Dr. Filion explained that Concordia has 
prided itself on being a University which was very open to other people. He 
advised that, apart from one particular incident which arose two years ago, 
he has not personally received any complaints concerning outside use of the 
Library. He stated that he was hearing about the problem for the first time 
and that he would consult with Library personnel on the matter. Insofar as 
problems in general were concerned he urged Senators to bring such matters 
to his attention as soon as they became aware of them, either by phoning 
him or sending him a note. 


With respect to a question raised concerning maintaining silence in the 
Libraries, Dr. Filion agreed that there was a problem insofar as noise was 
concerned, particularly at this time of the year. However, he stated that 
librarians were always ridiculed for the lack of silence and in general, the 
library staff, particularly the professional librarians, do not consider it 
primarily their responsibility or the responsibility of the security officers, to 
ensure that silence is maintained. Rather, they rely more on the honour 
system among the students themselves or the people using the Library. He 
also questioned whether it was appropriate to do that, point out that it was 
very delicate for the library staff to intervene. However, he advised that he 
would bring the matter to the attention of the Library staff to see if anything 
could be done to alleviate the problem. 


Responding to a question concerning an incident of slow circulation of 
periodicals, newspapers, etc., and whether or not there was any way to 
speed up the process, Dr. Filion advised that where newspapers, etc. were 
concerned, the Library staff always tried to put these out as soon as 
possible. However, this was something else that could be looked into. 


Responding to a question concerning a recent article in the Gazette, on the 
Royal George Apartment Building, Dr. O'Brien advised that he had not 
heard about the article in the Gazette specifically, although he was aware of 
a particularly one sided article on the subject matter, in La Presse. The 
Information Office has been responding to that article and Dr. O'Brien 
imagined that matter would also be followed up with the Gazette, as was the 
normal practice. 


Concerning the status of the Apartment, Dr. O'Brien stated that there was 
no final definitive plan as to what the University would do with respect to 
construction, and for that matter, there has been no final definitive 
commitment from the Department of Education on the new library building. 


He explained that in a sense, the problem that one was faced with, as often 
happens in such cases, was that eventually a decision would have to be 
made on the relative value of preserving building "x", versus the 
alternatives. 


He stated that the plan was to build the library on one of the largest vacant 
parking lots in the area and the Royal George was the only building of 
significance that remains standing on that particular piece of property. He 
advised that ideally, a library building was one that should have a few floors 
as large as possible, rather than to be in the shape of a tower and the 
pressure in designing would be to follow that particular configuration. In 
addition there was a height restriction in that area and some kind of 
arrangement would have to be made with the City of Montreal in order to 
get an appropriate building on that site. He advised that the basic thinking of 
the City of Montreal, which the University tended to agree with, was that 
the Bishop Street area should be preserved, with a fairly low rise building 
because the existing buildings were basically low rise. On the other hand, 
there were a couple of very high rise buildings already on the Mackay block 
and in order to get the cubic space appropriate to the project, it will basically 
be low rise on the Bishop side and high rise on the Mackay side. 


One option would be to leave the Royal George where it was and build 
around it. However, in that case, lanes would also have to be provided-on 
three sides of the apartment building, and a pretty considerable chunk of 
space would be lost. Another possibility was to try to incorporate the 
existing structure into the new building, but the problem with that was that 
the physical characteristics of the Royal George were not particularly 
appropriate, and perhaps doubly so in the case of a library, where the 
weight of the floor loadings tends to be a fairly major consideration. 
Another alternative was to destroy the building but keep the facade., either 
in whole or in part, and to work that into the plan. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the above mentioned variations have been and 
were being looked into but the question really comes down to how 
important does one rate that building, in terms of retaining it either whole or 
in part? He explained that from a functional point of view, it was pretty 
evident that the building was a liability, in terms of the University's use of 
the space. Also, there were two sets of reasons that are argued for retaining 
a building of that kind, one being the architectural merit or uniqueness, 
which, in the case of the Royal George, relates essentially to the facade. The 
other argument was in terms of maintaining housing in the downtown area. 


As a final point, Dr. O'Brien advised that the University was dealing not 
only with the City of Montreal's Planning Department but also with the 
Provincial Commission on Historic Monuments, as has been mentioned in 
the papers. He explained however, that this was not because of the Royal 
George building, which has not been classified as an historic monument, 
but rather because of Bishop Court. That was, the facade of Bishop Court 
was classified and therefore any construction within so many feet of the 
building, which includes the site in question, has to be considered. If the 
Provincial Commission on Historic Monuments suddenly saw fit to classify 
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the Royal George building, that would change the parameters. However, 
for the moment, the Commission did not seem to be moving in that 
direction. 


It was explained that the question that was raised, had less to do with the 
style of the building, than the style and image of the University, the feeling 
being expressed that the Gazette article had put Concordia in a rather bad 
light, without there being any response from the University. It was stated 
that while possibly this might not be considered to be terribly important and 
we might simply pass it by, nonetheless it does show and that was our 
image in the paper, and it was argued that it was extremely important for a 
response to be made, if, in fact, one was not already forthcoming from the 
University. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he would have to check into whether a response, 
in the form of-a letter to the editor, would be going out. However, he 
explained that the approach generally with such things, was not to rush off a 
complaint to the paper, but rather to try to get in touch with the reporter in 
question to see if one could get another article which would be better 
balanced than the first one. This would have much more impact than a letter 
to the editor would have. If that doesn't work, a judgement would have to 
be made on whether a letter to the editor, giving the same thing more 
exposure, versus letting it drop, would be the better approach. He 
emphasized that it must be recognized that there would continue to be this 
kind of coverage in the media, which typically, where such development 
was concerned, was critical, irrespective of the merits of a particular case. 
Consequently, while we could reply and perhaps we should, insofar as the 
particular case in question was concerned, we should not deceive ourselves 
that we would get a favorable, or even a neutral, coverage and the issue 
really was, at what point and to what extent there is going to be critical 
coverage on this kind of question. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dean Chaikelson reported that at its last meeting the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council passed a resolution "that all grades in the Faculty of Arts 
and Science be submitted using the Concordia letter grade scale only, 
commencing with the Summer Session 1980". 


Dean Chaikelson advised that the Faculty Council also adopted a series of 
recommendations concerning the restructuring of the Centre for 
Interdisciplinary Studies (document US-80-3-Dl), which relate to a change 
in the administrative operation of the Centre. 


In response to a question, Dr. Wall, Provost of Division IV, Faculty of Arts 
and Science, explained that Women's Studies was a programme which 
reported directly to the Provost, having been removed from the Centre for 
Interdisciplinary Studies by the Arts and Science Faculty Council last year. 
Consequently, at the present time Women's Studies was not included with 
the programmes listed in item 3), document US-80-3-D] and further 
developments were still pending on that. He also explained that last spring, 
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the Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies agreed that the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council be asked to approve a proposal that would have put 
Women's Studies in the Simonde de Beauvoir Institute and the proposal 
would then have had to come to Senate for approval. He pointed out that 
earlier in the year there were some difficulties in both the Simone de 
Beauvoir Institute and Women's Studies and he felt that it would have been 
inappropriate at that time to bring to Senate a possible merger of the two 
rather troubled areas. Following the resolutions of these concerns, - a 
proposal concerning the future of the two units would be brought forward 
to Senate, hopefully this year. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Steering Committee has received, from the 
Computer Science Department and from the Computer Science Committee, 
a request to have Senate undertake a study on the structure, purpose, 
organization, etc., in the area of the Computer Science Committee, 
(documents US-80-3-D2 and US-80-3-D3). The Steering Committee has 
asked Prof. Whitelaw to look into this area, with an eye to defining what the 
problem was and make a report, which might turn out to be the mandate of a 
group which would look into the question or which might indicate that some 
other way of looking into the question would be more effective. 


With respect to the Report from the CUSA Study Period Committee, 
(document US-80-3-D4), it was wondered whether the intent was to add on 
an extra week prior to examinations or to decrease the present length of a 
semester by one week. That was, we presently have a thirteen week 
schedule in which classes, at least in theory, were to be given and it was 
wondered, whether what was being proposed was that this be changed to a 
twelve week period in which classes would be scheduled, followed by one 
week for studying, which in turn would be followed by the official 
examination period, without change to the dates of those examinations, as 
opposed to maintaining the thirteen-week class schedule, adding on a study 
week and thus moving the examinations ahead by one week. It was stated 
that this was not clear in the document. 


It was stated that the document (US-80-3-D4.), should be viewed more as a 
comparative and feasibility study on what was seen as a strong student need 
for a larger break at the end of a given class period and the beginning of the 
examination period. It was pointed out that this year there was a three day 
period between the last day of classes and the first day of examinations and 
the feeling was expressed that this could be stretched possibly one or two 
days and that this period could be used either for make-up classes, for 
seminars which could not be given during the regular semester, or for 
additional work that students may request from their professors. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that this was not the point at which Senate will discuss 
the issue and the item was simply on today's agenda as a report. However, 
he asked the Student Senators what they would like to have happen next, 
with respect to the document. 


It was explained that the hope was that the document would be sent to the 
appropriate committee for study, that was, to whatever committee might be 
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useful for considering schedule changes. The feeling was also expressed 
that the students realize that this could not be done in the short term, but in 
the long term it would be in the interest of the students and to the University 
as a whole, to have some form of study break or study week before the final 
examinations. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that the matter-be referred to the Steering Committee, 
to determine the best way of following it up. He also advised that this was 
not the first time this question has arisen in the University and there was a 
certain amount of background information that was available, and which 
should be brought out and given to the Steering Committee. The Steering 
Committee could then decide whether it would be best to route the matter to 
a committee or to place it before Senate for discussion. 


Dr. Filion reported that yesterday there was a meeting of the Library 
Committee of Senate, at which, among other things, the proposed new 
Library building was discussed. The Committee members agreed to serve as 
- the academic arm for consultation purposes concerning the new building. 
Committee members would hope to receive from students, faculty 

members, departments, etc., comments on the internal organization of the 
new library building. Comments and suggestions should be submitted either 
to Professor Chalk, Chairman of the Library Committee or Mr. Joseph 
Princz, Secretary of the Committee. 


In response to a question concerning building down as opposed to building 
up, Dr. O'Brien stated that that was an interesting point but he cautioned 
that there was a depth limitation that had to be taken into consideration. 


Dr. Despland, Associate Vice-Rector, Academic Research, reported on the 
response from the Conseil des Universités to a series of reports released by 
the Angers Commission on the future of Quebec universities. He advised 
that the report from the Conseil reaffirmed the merits of a decentralized 
model for planification, rationalization, etc., of university education in 
Quebec, with a proviso that for the decentralized model there was need for 
better functioning on a certain number of points. 


For example, there should be more cooperation on the collection of data on 
actual student enrolments, financial reports, etc. The Conseil also accepted 
the idea to separate U.Q.A.M. from the formal University of Quebec 
network, and broke a long standing tradition of maintaining silence on the 
subject of English speaking universities in Quebec and included a four page 
statement on that issue in its report. An English version of the report from 
the Conseil will be available shortly. 


Dean Cohen presented a lengthy and detailed report on a series of 
workshops which were organized by the Conseil des Universités last Fall, 
in preparation for its response to the "Commission d'etude sur les 
universités". The workshops were concerned with various aspects of the 
reports from the "Commission d'etude sur les universités" and specifically 
addressed themselves to the questions of the characteristics of the first cycle 


as an educational level, as opposed the C.E.G.E.P. level and the second 
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cycle level. Other topics considered were: the content, structure and 
objectives of undergraduate programmes; the content, objectives and 
proliferation of certificate programmes; the question of evaluation of 
courses, programmes and teachers; the roles, objectives and difficulties of 
internship programmes. 


Dr. Despland advised that consultations were taking place between McGill 
University and Concordia University, on the production of an English 
translation of the response from the Conseil des Universités to the 
"Commission d'etude sur les universit6s" and he expressed the feeling that 
the nature of the issues raised and the quality of the handling of those issues 
would make the reading of that report very rewarding. 


Reports on Multiple Submission of Course Papers 


Concerning the various documents relating to this item, Dr. O'Brien 
explained that document US-80-1-D3 was the Report from the Ad hoc 
Committee on Multiple Submission of Course Papers, which was discussed 
at the last Senate meeting; document US-80-3-D5 contained proposed 
amendments to the Report from the Committee, arising out of the discussion 
at the last meeting; and document US-80-3-D6 was the, position taken by 
the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council, on the question. 


With respect to document US-80-3-D6, Dean Simon explained that the 
feeling of the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council was that there 
really was no reason to adopt a rather huge document on multiple 
submission of course papers, since Senate has already established a set of 
regulations, including procedures and sanctions, on plagiarism. Council 
was suggesting to Senate that regulations concerning multiple submission 
be simplified and that this practice should be allowed provided the student 
has the written consent of the professors in the courses involved, otherwise 
it should be considered as being plagiarism and the Regulations on 
Plagiarism should be followed. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the proposal from Commerce and Administration 
Faculty Council represented a point of view that came up during the debate 
at the last meeting of Senate, but which was ruled out of order at that time 
on the ground that Senate had explicitly decided earlier, that whatever 
should be done, it should not be considered as an extension of plagiarism. 


Until or unless Senate resolves to reconsider' that earlier decision, 
document US-80-3-D6 would remain as a piece of information on the views 
of the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council. 


Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the proposed amendments from the 
Steering Committee (document US-80-3-D5) to the Recommendations on 
Multiple Submission of Projects (document US-80-3-D5). 


There was general agreement on the acceptability of items 2, 3, and 4, 
document US-80-3-D5, and Dr. O'Brien advised that when Senate was at 


the point of winding up the discussion on the document, he would ask for a 
motion to approve which would include these items. 


With respect to the paragraph concerning "normal expectation", it was 
explained that the intention was not that this would replace the existing 
paragraph in section 1.1., document US-80-1-D3, but rather that it would 
be in addition to what was contained in section 1.1., document 
US-80-1-D3. Also, if Senate were to adopt the third alternative in item 1., 
document US-80-3-D5, which was to accept both suggestions, the 
paragraph on "normal. expectation" would be inserted as section 1.1., 
document US-80-1-D3, but also that the wording in the last sentence in the 
present 1.1.,would be changed. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MORRIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
STEWART THAT THE THIRD ALTERNATIVE IN ITEM 1., 
DOCUMENT US-80-3-D5, WHICH WAS TO INSERT THE 
PARAGRAPH ON "NORMAL EXPECTATION" AS ITEM 1.1., AND 
ALSO TO CHANGE THE LAST SENTENCE IN SECTION 1.1., 
DOCUMENT US-80-1-D3, BE APPROVED. 


It was pointed out the proposed amendment to the last sentence in 1.1., 
document US-80-1-D3, included the phrase "written permission", and it 
was suggested that to be consistent, the word "written" should also be 
included in the paragraph on "normal expectation". There was agreement on 
the suggestion. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


It was suggested that members of Senate should consider themselves as a 
legislative body, legislating on a policy which could have an important 
effect on the career of a student. It was stated that there would certainly be 
extreme cases where the student has taken a term paper for which he or she 
has received a grade in a previous session, and submits it again. This would 
be an open and shut case where the student is guilty of an infraction and the 
penalty is clear. At the same time, there will be cases which will not be quite 
so clear and these would be taken care of by the various steps listed in the 
procedures, (document US-80-1-D3), which include the instructor, the 
chairman, an appeal mechanism, etc. That was, for the first infraction there 
was no problem. However, it was pointed out that where a second 
infraction was concerned the student would be suspended or expelled 
without benefit of the various steps, including an appeal mechanism, which 
were provided for in the case of a first infraction (Section II, item 11., 
document US-80-1-D3). It was suggested that Section I, item 11., 
document US-80-1-D3, be changed to include all of the steps of the first 
infraction, with the final penalty including the possibility of expulsion from 
the University. That was, Section H, item 11., should be 'reworded to 
include the possibility of the chairman of the department having a chance to 
consider the matter and also the possibility for appealing the chairman's 
decision, before or after the actual expulsion takes place. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, advised that the wording of Section II, 
item 11., was the same as the wording in the Cheating Regulations and 
there has been a case involving a second offense of cheating, where the 
precedent of following the process of appeal, was established. He 
expressed the feeling that the intent was that the process would apply in 
both instances. 


Dr. O'Brien confirmed that the Registrar's comments were correct and he 
did not see any problem, if it was felt necessary, in writing something into 
Section II, item 11., document US-80-1-D3, in order to clarify the point. 
He explained that what would happen in effect, the second time around, 
would be that if the decision of the instructor was as set out in Section IJ, 
item 2.a), there would be no further action; and if the decision of the 
instructor was as set out in Section H, item 2.b), although in a sense one 
might say that the student has been found guilty, nonetheless, since the 
action remains entirely at the level of the instructor and no report or record is 
made at that point, the penalty of suspension or expulsion would not come 
into effect. However, if the decision was as set out in Section II, item 2.c), 
where a failing grade has been assigned or the matter had been referred to 
the chairman of the department (Section II, item 2.d), it would be at this 
point in the procedure where the matter would move on and in which case 
one would get into the appeal mechanisms. He stated that this is what 
Section II, item 11. would mean, in practice, however he expressed the 
feeling that it might be worthwhile to look at the wording of item 11., to see 
if it could be changed in order to make it clear that that was the case. 


It was explained that the concern was that, at some time in the future,. a 
situation could arise where there was a personality conflict between an 
instructor and a student. The instructor, in pursuing the matter, might be 
able to say that this was a case of a second offense of multiple submission 
and therefore, according to the legislation, the penalty of suspension or 
expulsion will apply. 


Dr. O'Brien agreed that the above was a sound statement but he felt that 
what was being proposed was not the kind of amendment that should be 
drafted on the spot. However, the concern would be noted and an attempt 
would be made to draft an appropriate amendment. 


Senate agreed with the approach suggested by Dr. O'Brien. 


It was pointed out that the proposed change to the last sentence in I.1., 
document US-80-1-D3, which Senate has just approved, contains the 
phrase "similar project" and it was suggested that, in order to maintain 
consistency in wording, the phrase ". . . . a project previously submitted... 
in Section II, item 1., document US-80-1-D3, be changed to read"... a 
similar project to one previously submitted." 


Senate agreed with the above suggested change. 


It was wondered whether, in a case where a student might be asked by two 
professors to submit a paper on the same topic, the student would have the 


80-3-14 


right to ask for a new topic, it being argued that in this case it would be very 
difficult for a student not to plagiarize from her or his own work. 


Concerning the above, it was stated that experience has shown that cases 
involving multiple submission which have come to light, were always cases 
where the student has submitted a paper that was inappropriate to the second 
submission, and it was because it was inappropriate that it would be caught. 
It was further stated that if it was a case where the same topic has been 
assigned by two different professors, it would be rare indeed for that case to 
come to anyone's attention. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the answer to the question really lies outside the 
scope of the regulations contained in document US-80-1-D3, and rather it 
lies in the area of academic freedom of the professor. That was, it was 
within the purview of the professor to either grant or deny a request from a 
student to be assigned a new topic. 


It was suggested that if the regulations were approved by Senate, preprinted 
agreements should be made readily available for the use of students and 
faculty members, with respect to multiple submission. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROFESSOR O'CONNOR, SECONDED BY MR. 
LAJOIE, THAT THE REGULATIONS ON MULTIPLE SUBMISSION 
OF PROJECTS (UNDERGRADUATE)9- (DOCUMENT US-80-1-D3), 
BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE AMENDMENTS CONTAINED IN 
DOCUMENT US-80-3-D5, AND SUBJECT TO THE CHANGES IN 
WORDING SUGGESTED DURING THE DISCUSSION. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that if the motion was passed, an attempt would be 
made to provide a clean revised copy of the regulations and table it at Senate 
for information, at the next meeting. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROFESSOR O'CONNOR, SECONDED BY 
PROFESSOR SAHNI, THAT THE REGULATIONS ON MULTIPLE 
SUBMISSION OF PROJECTS (UNDERGRADUATE), BECOME 
EFFECTIVE FOR THE 1980 SUMMER SESSION. 


It was understood that the Regulations would be published in the Thursday 
Report in the simmer and republished again in September, 1980. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


It was suggested that when the Regulations were published in the Thursday 
Report, a clear summary of what-the infraction actually was, be inserted in a 
black box, rather than simply a publication of the rather long list of rules, 
which Senate has just adopted. 


80-3-15 


80-3-16 


Recommendation Concerning Guidelines for Courses and Programmes 
Within "small units" 


Dr. Wall presented and explained the Report from the Senate Committee on 
Smaller Units (document US-80-3-D7), concerning guidelines for courses 
and programmes within "small units", (document US-79-7-D1O). The 
recommendation from the Committee was that "no guidelines be established 
by Senate for programmes and courses in Colleges and that all Arts and 
Science Council curriculum proposals be submitted to the Standing 
Committees of Senate and Senate itself for approval or rejection in the same 
manner as curriculum proposals from other Faculties." 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY MR. LAJOIE, THAT 
THE RECOMMENDATION FROM THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
SMALLER UNITS, (DOCUMENT US-80-3-D7), BE APPROVED. 


Professor Whitelaw expressed the feeling that U.C.C.C. might like to have 
a look at the document in order to have some kind of guidelines for its own 
procedures in considering such proposals as they come forward from the 
Faculty of Arts and Science. He suggested that the matter be tabled and 
referred to U.C.C.C., which would present a recommendation at the next 
Senate Meeting. 


In response to a question concerning the effect of the recommendation from 
the Senate Committee on Smaller Units on the powers of Senate, Dr. 
O'Brien did not think that the recommendation limited Senate's powers 
particularly, but rather it signifies that Senate was not going to establish a 
set of rules and therefore matters would become ones for individual 
Judgements in Senate, when specific proposals come- ' forward, as with 
any other curricular matters. However, he felt that there was some validity 
in Prof. Whitelaw's suggestion that the matter be referred to U.C.C.C., in 
order to ensure that we would have an articulated channel for such things 
and that nothing was overlooked. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF.*WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT THE MATTER BE TABLED AND THAT U.C.C.C. BE 
ASKED TO PRESENT A REPORT AT THE NEXT SENATE MEETING. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


It was suggested, for the benefit of members from Faculties other than Arts 
and Science who might have difficulty in understanding the implications, 
U.C.C.C. should attempt to spell out in its report the implications and the 
real meaning of the two propositions, (documents US-80-3-D7 and 
US-79-7-D10). 


Recommendation for Dissolution of the Senate Committee on "small units" 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN SWAMI, 
THAT THE REPORT FROM THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON "SMALL 


80-3-17 


UNITS", (DOCUMENT US-80-3-D8), BE TABLED TO THE NEXT 
SENATE MEETING. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Resolution concerning the Prohibition of Examinations and Tests in the 
Final Week of Term 


Concerning the question of the policy of not holding final examinations in 
the last week of classes, Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to an excerpt 
from the Ombudsman's First Annual Report (document US-803-D10), 
which recommends that "the policy of not holding examinations in the final 
week of classes be respected", and suggests that "in classes where the 
official examination schedule is genuinely inconvenient the department head 
be asked to approve an alternate time chosen by the students and instructor 
of the class in question." He explained that the policy referred to in the 
Report was one that has been around for sufficiently long, that its origins 
were somewhat difficult to lay one's hands on. However, there was no 
doubt that there was such a policy at both Sir George Williams and Loyola 
but because of their different origins and the passage of time, if it was 
indeed the wish of Senate that there not be examinations held in the final 
week in classes, it would be desirable for Senate to reaffirm that policy, in 
order to have a recent, clear cut, ruling by Senate on the question. He stated 
that while this was one of those regulations that was not particularly easy to 
enforce, nonetheless, at the very least there has to be a clear cut 
reaffirmation on the issue. That was, Senate should either reaffirm the 
matter, in which case one would do what one could to enforce it, or if 
Senate decides not to reaffirm it, it should be taken that the rule has now 
fallen into disuse and that instructors may do as they see fit. 


With respect to the resolution from the Arts and Science Faculty Council, 
(document US-80-3-D9), Dr. O'Brien emphasized that it included both final 
examinations and tests. 


It was stated that one understood that if classes were normally scheduled to 
end on a Friday, the regulation precludes any final examination being given 
from Monday through Friday of that week. However, it was wondered 
whether, in the case where classes end on a Monday, the regulation would 
preclude giving final examinations later in that same week. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, advised that the "last week" meant the 
thirteenth week of the term, regardless of whether the thirteenth week began 
on a Monday or a Wednesday. 


It was wondered whether the regulation meant that one could not give a final 
examination in a regular class but could give a final examination in the same 
week that classes ended but not on a day on which classes were scheduled. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the original intent of the regulation was that there 
would be no final examinations in the last seven calendar days of the term 
and he suggested that in order to make the regulation as precise as possible, 


it might be worded that way, rather than using the phrase "last week", 
which was ambiguous. He further stated that he had no doubt that 
appropriate wording could be found for the regulation, but to begin with, 
the question that was before Senate was the principle of the regulation. 


The feeling was expressed that the principle of the regulation was that the 
University has an established examination or evaluating period associated 
with every term and-that was the only time at which formal evaluation 
processes ought to take place. The intent was not just that this shall not be 
within the "last week" of classes but that it conform. in some way or other 
with the standard routine, if indeed there is an evaluation process outside the 
class arrangement in the first place. It was argued that it would not meet the 
intent of the regulation if it could be interpreted to mean that there will be no 
examinations in the last week of classes but the instructor could schedule an 
examination the very next day, which was not in conformity with the 
examination period, unless of course, Senate decided that that was the 
intent. 


The feeling was expressed that it was not sufficient to simply say that there 
shall not be final examinations in the last week of classes. The regulation 
should also state that if there are examinations, they must be held during the 
examination period. 


Dean Chaikelson explained that the rationale for the resolution passed by the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council (document US-80-3-D9), was the fact that 
we have a thirteen week term but, in general, faculty members start to hold 
examinations in the thirteenth week of the term, making it, in effect., a 
twelve week term. Also, the resolution does not preclude a faculty member 
assigning a test of shorter duration than a final examination, during the 
examination period. That was, it did not have to be a three hour 
examination, but rather, it could be the last class test, held in the 
examination period. She further emphasized that the attempt was not to 
shorten the term yet again. 


It was argued that in addition to the question of the length of the term, 
which was indeed very short, there was also a major problem with students 
who were unable to attend regularly scheduled classes in the last week of 
term, because of examinations or tests scheduled by one or other of their 
professors during this period. 


Support was voiced for the idea that final examinations or tests not be 
permitted either in the last week of classes in a term or during the study 
period immediately preceding the official examination period. It was 
suggested that the phrase "and in the study period preceding the 
examinations", be added to the Arts and Science Resolution (document 
US-80-3-D9). 


The feeling was expressed that the regulation should also apply to the 
penultimate week in a term. 


It was suggested that one solution to the problem was to establish a date 
prior to which no final examinations or tests could be given. That was, we 
should simply state that no final examinations or tests may be given prior to 
the beginning of the official examination period. 


Support was voiced for the above suggestion and the feeling was expressed 
that, although the notion might have been unintentionally a bit overkilled, 
presumably somebody could pick up the idea and come back to Senate with 
an appropriately phrased resolution. It was pointed out that there was an 
official examination period that was established by the Registrar and it was 
suggested again that the regulation should state that there should be no 
evaluative mechanisms, i.e. examinations, tests, etc., during the last week 
of classes and ' in the period immediately preceding the official examination 
period. This period may be one, two, or three days, and in fact it could be 
zero days because in a particular year there might not be a study period. 
However, if this was the direction in which Senate wished to go, 
presumably someone could put the idea together and bring it back to the 
next Senate meeting. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the feeling that what was stated above was in fact the 
idea that was basically being discussed. He stated that he would like to have 
further discussion on this and possibly take a straw vote not too far in the 
future. If the vote was yes, an attempt would be made to formulate a 
regulation which would be precise enough to interpret. 


It was stated that one supported the reaffirmation of the idea and the feeling 
was expressed that the document from the CUFA Study Period Committee 
(document US-80-3-D4) confirms the need for reaffirmation of the idea. 
That was, there seemed to be considerable student concern about crowding 
of decisive final term examinations, without appropriate time for revision 
and work. 


The feeling was expressed that everyone seemed to be in favor of the idea 
but it was cautioned that we ought to be very careful about how we 
formulate it. It was stated that the formulation suggested above would 
technically preclude handing in term papers in the last week of class, 
because that was an evaluative process. 


It was explained that the intent was not to prevent term papers from being 
handed in during the last week. However, what one would want to do, was 
to avoid a faculty member assigning a term paper in the first lecture of the 
last week. 


It was stated that one would support the philosophy and purpose behind the 
idea of-not allowing examinations in the last week of term and in the study 
period preceding the examination period and it was suggested that a possible 
wording might be "after the twelfth week of classes, no tests or 
examinations would be permitted, other than in the official examination 
period." 


The feeling was expressed that it was essential for a rationale to precede the 
reaffirmation of the regulation and the following was suggested as a format 
for the rationale and the motion. 


"Whereas the general purposes of the official University 
examination period are: 


a) to confirm the requirement of the full 13 weeks of 
classes; 


b) to give students an opportunity after the end of 
classes, to prepare for their final assessments; 


Cc) to avoid conflicts in individual student's examination 
and final assessment schedules; 


It is moved that, a), all final assessments of students, including the 
writing or submitting of final examinations, should be scheduled 
within the official University examination period, and as much as 
possible in accordance with the schedule drawn up by the 
Examinations Office; and b), that in the case in which the 
examination schedule proves seriously inconvenient for the 
students, an alternative date and time be agreed to among students 
and instructor, which is to be submitted to the Examinations Office 
for approval.” 


The feeling was expressed that everyone seemed to agree that we need to 
have some kind of regulation. However, it was stated that we have had this 
regulation in the past, it was reaffirmed by the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council this year, it was reaffirmed last year when it was put in the books, 
it existed at both Sir George Williams and Loyola and in fact it was already 
an existing Senate policy in one way or another, and it was argued that the 
real problem was the problem of enforcement and until we establish some 
form of enforcement, the regulation was not going to be worth the paper it 
was printed on. 


It was stated that it was important that the rationale be stated in a positive 
manner. For example, it would not be quite correct to say that part of the 
rationale was to avoid shortening the term, but rather, it should be to affirm 
the fact that the term was thirteen weeks and that Senate expects thirteen 
weeks of instruction and in consequence, the last period was an instructive 
mechanism and should not be devoted to an evaluative mechanism. 


It was stated that we have been talking about the problem of shortening the 
thirteen week term to twelve weeks, because of tests being held during the 
final week, but it was argued that the term might already have been 
shortened to eight weeks because some professors were assigning six or 
seven tests during the course of the term, as opposed to having a test in the 
final week. That was, we were not really solving the problem of the number 
of weeks in a term being lost due to tests. Also, with respect to the question 
of students missing classes during the final week of term because they were 
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preparing for an examination or test, it was pointed out that this same thing 
happens during mid-term tests and it was argued that simply saying that the 
number of weeks in a term would be shorter if examinations or tests are 
held in the final week, was really not a tactical reason. 


With respect to the problem of enforcement, it was pointed out that under 
the Sir George Williams regulation it was stipulated not that one might not 
schedule examinations during the last week of term but that an instructor 
might not do so without the permission of the chairman, which permission 
the chairman frequently gave. The regulation that Senate was now 
discussing was saying that chairman or no chairman, there will be no 
examinations or tests in the last week of term, which, it was felt, was a 
definite improvement. 


It was suggested, on the grounds that there-was no motion on the floor, 
resulting in a somewhat disordered discussion and on the grounds that we 
were too close to the exam period to be able to make a prudential judgement 
or to come forward with a cogent motion which we would not regret, if 
such a motion ever did get on the floor, that Senate move on to the next item 
on the agenda. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he was inclined to agree with the above suggestion. 
Also, he felt that an attempt could be made to draft a possible position on the 
matter, including a preamble on the rationale, as suggested earlier, for the 
next Senate meeting. However, he stated that he was increasingly struck 
with certain references which were made to the proposal concerning a 
"study week" and the coupling of that proposal to the item which we were 
discussing. He felt that, in a strange and backward fashion, we were 
approaching what has been one of the fundamental building blocks of the 
academic year, which was the thirteen week term. In their different ways, 
both proposals ask some questions about the thirteen week term. He 
advised that an attempt would be made to prepare the material around the 
issues of examinations and tests in the last week of term and also to prepare 
the background material around the study week issue and present the 
question to Senate in a manner which might perhaps lead to a more ordered 
debate. 


It was agreed that Senate move on to the next agenda item. 


Proposal Concerning the Asian Studies and Third World Studies 
Programmes 


Dean Chaikelson presented and explained the proposal from the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council concerning the Asian Studies and Third World 
Studies Programmes (document US-80-3-DI]). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY DR. 
WALL, THAT THE RECOMMENDATION FROM THE ARTS AND 
SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL CONCERNING THE ASIAN 
STUDIES AND THIRD WORLD STUDIES PROGRAMMES, 
(DOCUMENT US-80-3-DIl), BE APPROVED.. 
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80-3-22 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Report from the Task Force on Script-Writing 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report of the Task Force on 
Script-Writing, (document US-80-3-D12). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE REPORT OF THE TASK FORCE ON 
SCRIPT-WRITING, INCLUDING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ITS 
RECOMMENDATIONS, (DOCUMENT US-80-3-D12), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GROSS, THAT THE TASK FORCE ON SCRIPT-WRITING, BE 
DISSOLVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 

Next Meeting 


It was announced that the next Senate meeting would be held on April 25, 
1980. 


It was suggested that, given the tendency for a vast amount of curriculum 
material to turn up at the May meeting, if there was a reasonable amount of 


material available, it might be appropriate to consider it at the April Senate 
meeting. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:45 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


